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Remarks/Arguments: 

This Response is provided in response to a non-final Office Action mailed October 
20, 2005, in which claims 1 and 7 were objected to due to informalities, claims 1-10, 12, 
14, 16-21, 26-28, 43 and 45 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by 
prior art, claims 11,13, 22-25, and 36-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over prior art, and further objected to claims 15 and 44 as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

Claim Amendments 

The amendments to claims 1, 2, 6-9, 14, 15, 20, 21, 27, 36, 37, 39-41, and 43 have 
not been made for reasons of patentability, but rather have been amended to more 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter regarded by the Applicant as 
his invention. The amendments are proper and do not add new subject matter. 

Support for the amendments to independent claims 1, 36, and 43, may be found in 
the specification at page 6, paragraph [0028], describing Figure 1 ; page 6, paragraph 
[0030], describing Figure 2; and page 8, paragraph [0038], describing Figure 3. 

Objections to Claims 1 and 7 

The Office Action Objects to the inclusion of the term "movable" in independent 
claim 1 , and to the term "its" in dependent claim 7. In each case the Office Action points 
out that the context in which each of the terms are used, renders the terms indefinite. 

In response to the Objections to Claims 1 and 7, the Applicant has amended claims 
1 and 7 to no longer incorporate the terms "movable" and "its." Accordingly, the Applicant 
respectfully requests the Examiner remove the Objections from claims 1 and 7, and pass the 
same to allowance. 

Rejection of Claims 1-1 0. 12. 14. 16-21. 26-28, 43 and 45 Under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-10, 12, 14, 16-21, 26-28, 43 and 45 under 35 
U.S.C, §1 02(b) as being anticipated by United States Patent No. 6,065,656 issued to Robert 
J. Elshof, May 23, 2000 (Elshof '656). 
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The Applicant respectfully traverses the foregoing rejection and submits that the 
claimed invention is, under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), patentable over Elshof '656, because every 
element of the claimed invention is not identically shown in Elshof '656. 

Anticipation means a lack of novelty, and is a question of fact which is reviewed by 
the reviewing court using a substantial evidence standard Brown v. 3M 9 60 USPQ2d 1375 
(Fed. Cir. 2001); Baxter Int% Inc. v. McGaw, Inc., 47 USPQ2d 1225 (Fed. Cir. 1998). To 
anticipate a claim, every limitation of the claim must be found in a single prior ait 
reference, arranged as in the claim. Karsten Mfg. Corp. v. Cleveland Golf Co., 58 USPQ2d 
1286 (Fed. Cir. 2001). Festo Corp. v. Shoketsu Kinzoku Kogyo KabushUd Co., 122 S.Ct. 
1 83 1 (2002). Each such limitation must be found either expressly or inherently in the prior 
art reference. Schering Corporation v. Geneva Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 02-1540, Decided 
August 1, 2003 (Fed. Cir. 2003). "For a prior art reference to anticipate in terms of 35 
U.S.C. §102, every element of the claimed invention must be identically shown in a single 
reference." See, In re Bond, 15 USPQ2d 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990), quoting Diversitech 
Corp. v. Century Steps, Inc., 850 F.2d 675, 677, 7 USPQ2d 1315, 1317 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
Claims 1 add 43 

Elshof '656 fails to provide a basis for a prima facie showing of anticipation under 
35 U.S.C. §102(b), because the claim element "a stabilizer in sliding communication with 
the inner housing and responsive to a position of the outer sleeve, such that when the outer 
sleeve is in a first position the stabilizer is in a retracted configuration, and when the outer 
sleeve is in a second position the stabilizer is in an extended configuration 5 ' of claim 1 is not 
identically shown in Elshof '656. 

Elshof '656 fails to provide a basis for a prima facie showing of anticipation under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b), because the claim element "a mechanism for extending the at least one 
extendible member away from the inner housing and retracting the at least one extendible 
member toward the inner housing, the mechanism being disposed adjacent the inner 
housing" of claim 43 is not identically shown in Elshof '656. 

Because Elshof '656 fails to identically show every element of the claimed 
invention as claimed by independent claims 1 and 43, the Examiner cannot sustain a 
rejection of independent claims 1 and 43 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Accordingly, the 
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Applicant respectfully requests that independent claims 1 and 43 be passed to allowance. 
The Applicant further requests that each claim respectively depending from allowable 
independent claims 1 and 43 are also passed to allowance. 

Rejection of Claims 11. 13, and 36-42 Under 35 ILS.C. $l03(a) 

The Office Action rejected claims 11,13, and 36-42 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Elshof 7 656. 
Claims 11 and 13 

Elshof '656 fails to provide a basis for a prima facie showing of anticipation of 
independent claim 1 under 35 U.S.C §102(b), because each element of independent claim 1 
is not identically shown in Elshof '656. Consequently, because each element of 
independent claim 1 is not identically shown in Elshof '656, and dependent claims 1 1 and 
13 depend from independent claim 1 , the Elshof '656 prior art cannot provide the basis for 
a prima facie showing of obviousness of dependent claims 1 1 and 13 under 35 U.S.C 
§103(a). 

Dependent claim 10 depends Scorn allowable independent claim 1, and serves to add 
additional limitations to allowable independent claim 1. Both dependent claims 1 1 and 13 
depend from dependent claim 10, and each serve to add additional limitations to dependent 
claim 10. Therefore, dependent claims 1 1 and 1 3 stand as allowable claims, and the 
Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to pass dependent claims 1 1 and 13 to 
allowance. 
Claims 36 - 42 

Elshof '656 fails to provide a basis for a prima facie showing of anticipation of 
independent claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), because each element of independent claim 
36 is not identically shown in Elshof '656. In particular, Elshof '656 fails to identically 
show the claim element positioning a stabilizer in sliding communication with the inner 
housing." Because each element of independent claim 36 is not identically shown in Elshof 
'656 7 the Elshof '656 prior art is not prior art under 35 U.S.C. §102 and cannot provide the 
basis for a prima facie showing of obviousness of independent claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. 
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§ 103(a). Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests the removal of the rejection of 
independent claim 36 under 35 U,S.C § 103(a), and the passage of the same to allowance. 

Because dependent claims 37-42 depend from an allowable independent claim 36, 
the Applicant further respectfully requests the Examiner allow passage of dependent claims 
37-42 to allowance. 

Rejection of Claims 22-25 Under 35 U-S-C Sl03(a) 

The Office Action rejected claims 22-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Elshof '656 in view of United States Patent No. 6,163,248 issued to 
Seung-Mok Paek et ah, December 19, 2000 (Paek *248). 

Both Paek '248 and Elshof '656 each fail to provide a basis for a prima facie 
showing of anticipation of independent claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), because each 
element of independent claim 1 is not identically shown in either Paek '248, or Elshof '656. 
In particular, both Paek '248 and Elshof '656 fail to identically show the claim element "a 
stabilizer in sliding communication with the inner housing and responsive to a position of 
the outer sleeve, such that when the outer sleeve is in a first position the stabilizer is in a 
retracted configuration, and when the outer sleeve is in a second position the stabilizer is in 
an extended configuration." Because each element of independent claim 1 is not identically 
shown in either Paek '248 or Elshof '656, neither Paek '248 or Elshof *656 qualify as prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. §102 and therefore cannot provide the basis for a prima facie showing 
of obviousness of dependent claims 22-25 (which depend from independent claim 1) under 
35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a). Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests the removal of the 
rejection of dependent claims 22-25 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), and the passage of the same 
to allowance. 

Objection of Claims 15 and 44 as depending from a rejected base claim: 

The Applicant thanks the Examiner for the indication of allowability of claims 15 

and 44, if rewritten into independent form including all of the limitations of their associated 

base claims and any intervening claims. 

In response to this objection, the Applicant has amended independent claim 43 to 
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include the limitations of dependent claim 44; thereby effectively drafting dependent claim 
44 into its independent form. Regarding dependent claim 15, at this time the Applicant has 
elected to not rewrite dependent claim 15 into its independent fonn. 
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Conclusion: 

The Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all of the 
claims pending in the application. This is intended to be a complete response to the non- 
final Office Action mailed October 20, 2005. 

Should any questions arise concerning this response, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the below listed Attorney, 



Respectfully submitted, 



By: 

Daniel P. Dooley, Registration No. 46,369 

Fellers, Snider, Blankenship, Bailey & Tippens, P C. 

100 N. Broadway, Suite 1700 

Oklahoma City, OK 73102-8820 

Telephone No.: (405) 232-0621 

Facsimile No.: (405) 232-9659 

Customer No.: 33900 
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